PROPERTY TAX APPEAL BOARD S DECI SI ON

APPELLANT: Patricia and Edward Bart os
DOCKET NO.: 05-01078.001-R-1
PARCEL NO.: 14-07-301-018

The parties of record before the Property Tax Appeal Board are
Patricia and Edward Bartos, the appellants, and the Lake County
Board of Review.

The subject property consists of a two and one-half story brick
dwel ling that was built in 1988 and contains 5,585 square feet of
living area.

The appellants argued the subject's assessnent is not reflective

of its fair market val ue. In support of this argunent, the
appellants submtted a letter explaining the appeal and a
settlenment statenent. The letter explains the appellants sold

the subject property on March 16, 2006 for $983, 250. The
evi dence indicates the appellants |listed the subject property for
sale through a real estate agent for approximately three and one-
half years and the transaction was between unrelated parties.
The appellants also submtted a settlenent statenent indicating
the subject's transaction included sonme undisclosed personal
property with a purported value of $51,750, resulting in a net
sale price for subject's the real estate of $931, 500. However,
the appellants requested the subject's assessnent be reduced to
$327,750, which reflects its sale price of $983,250 with no
consi deration of the purported personal property val ue.

The board of review presented its "Board of Review Notes on
Appeal " wherein the subject property’'s final assessnent of
$409, 791 was disclosed. The subject’s assessnent reflects an
estimted market value of $1,237,665 using Lake County’s 2005
three-year nedian | evel of assessnents of 33.11%

In support of the subject's assessnent, the board of review
presented a letter prepared by the township assessor responding

(Conti nued on Next Page)

Based on the facts and exhibits presented, the Property Tax
Appeal Board hereby finds a reduction in the assessnent of the
property as established by the Lake County Board of Review is
warranted. The correct assessed valuation of the property is:

LAND: $ 74,732
IMPR: $ 267,957
TOTAL: $ 342,689
Subject only to the State nultiplier as applicable.
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to the appeal, two Miltiple Listing Sheets, and a copy of the
subject's Real Estate Transfer Declaration filed with the Lake
County Recorder's Ofice.

The Multiple Listing Sheets (MS) disclosed the subject property
was |listed for sale from February 2004 to its sale date in March
2006 for prices ranging from $1,195 000 to $1,255,000. 1In
addition, the MS sheets indicate the subject property sold for
$1, 035,000 in March 2006. The Real Estate Transfer Declaration
reveal ed the subject property, unlike the docunent submtted by
the appellants, sold in March 2006 for $1,035,000. The recorded
Real Estate Transfer Declaration showed the subject's sale price
i ncluded sone undisclosed personal property with a purported
val ue of $51,750, resulting in a net sale price for real estate
of $983,250. The board of review attached a list of itens that
were purportedly included in the subject's sale that the
appel l ants considered to be personal property. No depreci ated
val ue was al |l ocated for each purported personal property item

After reviewing the list of purported personal property items,
the assessor determned the itenms were not personal property, but
real property attached to the inprovenent. The board of review
submtted a brief explanation of personal property by the
International Association of Assessnent Oficers, which provides
in part:

"any property that is not real property; it is novable

items not permanently affixed to or part of the real
estate. "

Based on this evidence, the board of review requested
confirmation of the subject's assessed val uation.

After reviewing the record and considering the evidence, the
Property Tax Appeal Board finds that it has jurisdiction over the
parties and the subject matter of this appeal. The Board further
finds a reduction in the subject property’'s assessnent is
war r ant ed.

The appellants argued the subject property is overval ued. When
mar ket value is the basis of the appeal, the value nust be proved
by a preponderance of the evidence. W nnebago County Board of
Revi ew v. Property Tax Appeal Board, 313 IIl. App.3d 179, 183, 728
N. E. 2d 1256 (2" Dist. 2000). The Board finds the appellants have
over cone this burden.

The 1llinois Suprene Court defined fair cash value as what the
property would bring at a voluntary sale where the owner is
ready, willing, and able to sell but not conpelled to do so, and
the buyer is ready, willing and able to buy but not forced to do
so. Springfield Marine Bank v. Property Tax Appeal Board, 44
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I11.2d. 428, (1970). A contenporaneous sale of property between
parties dealing at arms-length is a relevant factor in
determning the <correctness of an assessnent and may be
practically conclusive on the issue of whether an assessnent is
reflective of market value. Rosewell v. 2626 Lakeview Limted

Partnership, 120 Ill.App.3d 369 (1°" Dist. 1983), People ex rel.
Munson v. Mborningside Heights, Inc, 45 Il1l.2d 338 (1970), People
ex rel. Korzen v. Belt Railway Co. of Chicago, 37 1l1.2d 158
(1967); and People ex rel. Rhodes v. Turk, 391 IIll. 424 (1945).
The Board finds there is no evidence in this record suggesting
the subject's transaction was not arm s-|ength. The evidence
indicates the transaction was a voluntary sale where the owner
was ready, wlling, and able to sell but not conpelled to do so,
and the buyer was ready, wlling and able to buy but not forced
to do so.

However, the Board finds the record contains contradictory

docunentation regarding the subject's final sale price. The
appellants submitted a settlenent statenent indicating the
subject's sale price was $983, 250. However, the docunent

indicates the transaction included sonme undisclosed personal
property with a purported value of $51,750, resulting in a net
sale price for the subject's real estate of $931,500. The board
of review submtted an MS sheet and a Real Estate Transfer
Decl aration revealing the subject property sold in March 2006 for
$1,035,000. The recorded Real Estate Transfer Declaration showed
the subject's sale price included sone undisclosed personal
property with a purported value of $51,750, resulting in a net
sale price for real estate of $983,250. The Property Tax Appeal
Board finds a preponderance of the evidence denonstrates the
subject's real estate sold in March 2006 for $1, 035, 000. As a
result, the Property Tax Appeal Board finds the best evidence of
the subject market value is its $1,035,000 sale price, exclusive
of personal property.

After reviewing the evidence, the Board finds the $51, 750
deduction for personal property is not supported by credible
docunent at i on. A bill of sale for the purported personal
property items did not acconpany the settlenent statenent
submtted by the appellants nor was a bill of sale attached to
the Real Estate Transfer Declaration filed with the Lake County
Recorders' Ofice. Additionally, the record is void of
docunentation establishing the value of the purported personal
property itens; the depreciated value of these itens as of the
January 1, 2005 assessnent date; or photographs of the persona
property depicting the manner in which the itens are affixed or

installed to the reality. Furthernore, the Board exam ned the
list of itens purportedly considered as personal property. Wth
the exception of the refrigerator, which no individual
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depreci ated value was attributed, these itens are traditionally
considered part of the reality.

Based on this analysis, the Property Tax Appeal Board finds that
the appellants have proven that the subject property is
overval ued by a preponderance of the evidence. Since fair narket
has been established, Lake County's three-year nedian |evel of
assessnents of 33.11% shall apply.

This is a final admi nistrative decision of the Property Tax Appeal Board which is
subject toreviewin the Grcuit Court or Appellate Court under the provisions of
the Adnministrative Review Law (735 ILCS 5/3-101 et seq.) and section 16-195 of
the Property Tax Code.
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DI SSENTI NG

CERTI FI CATI ON
As Clerk of the Illinois Property Tax Appeal Board and the keeper of the Records
thereof, | do hereby certify that the foregoing is a true, full and conplete
Final Adnministrative Decision of the Illinois Property Tax Appeal Board issued

this date in the above entitled appeal, now of record in this said office.

bate: February 29, 2008

D (atenillo-:

Clerk of the Property Tax Appeal Board
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| MPORTANT NOTI CE
Section 16-185 of the Property Tax Code provides in part:

"If the Property Tax Appeal Board renders a decision |lowering the assessnent
of a particular parcel after the deadline for filing conplaints with the Board
of Review or after adjournnment of the session of the Board of Review at which
assessments for the subsequent year are being considered, the taxpayer may,
within 30 days after the date of witten notice of the Property Tax Appeal
Board' s decision, appeal the assessnent for the subsequent year directly to
the Property Tax Appeal Board."

In order to conply with the above provision, YOU MJST FILE A PETITION AND
EVI DENCE W TH THE PROPERTY TAX APPEAL BQARD W THI N 30 DAYS OF THE DATE OF THE
ENCLOSED DECI SION I N ORDER TO APPEAL THE ASSESSMENT OF THE PROPERTY FOR THE
SUBSEQUENT YEAR.

Based upon the issuance of a |owered assessment by the Property Tax Appeal
Board, the refund of paid property taxes is the responsibility of your County
Treasurer. Please contact that office with any questions you may have
regardi ng the refund of paid property taxes.
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